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ACADEMIC SENATE MINUTES 
(Not approved by the Academic Senate.) 
October 7, 1987 Volume XVIV, No.4 
Call to Order 
Chairperson Len Schmaltz called the meeting of the Academic Senate to order 
at 7:07 p.m. in the Circus Room of the Bone Student Center . 
Seating of New Senator 
Chairperson Schmaltz introduced Dr. Robert Arnold, Assistant Professor of 
Educational Administration and Foundations. who would be serving as the 
new College of Education Senator. 
Roll Call 
Secretary Roof called the roll and declared a quorum present . 
Minutes of the September 23, 1987 Academic Senate Meeting 
Mr. DeLong wished to strike the last sentence in the first paragraph on page 9. 
~Para9ra~h-~hree-o£-~he-ex~%ana~~on-shee~-~~a~e~~--~~~~wherea~-~he-B~e~e~ 
€eMMi~~ee-eons~eers-~he-eos~-s~ee~-any-ran~~n~-~he~%e-be-maee-en-~he-basis-e£ 
bo~-bene£i~~-ane-ees~s~~-
Mr . Belknap stated that on Page 6, in the Nominations for the Athletic Council, 
Maurine Corsault's name had been inadvertently omitted . 
Mr . Wagner moved to approve the Minutes of September 23, 1987 as corrected . 
(Second, Eichstaedt) . Motion carried on a voice vote . 
Chairperson's Remarks 
Mr . Schmaltz made a correction in the Minutes of the Executive Committee Meeting 
of September 30, 1987. Item 9.28.87.1 under Communications, Ms. Mills moved 
that it should be up to each "internal" committee to decide what t hey wish to 
forward for Senate action. 
Vice Chairperson 's Remarks 
Mr . Williams had no remarks . 
Student Body President ' s Remarks 
Mr . Meiron had no remarks . 
XVIV-27 
XVIV-28 
XVIV- 29 
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Administrators' Remarks 
President Watkins announced that Dean Charles Bolen of the College of Fine 
Arts had indicated that he will retire from his position effective August 31, 
1988. He was announcing this vacancy in the Deanship so that search proce-
dures could begin. 
Provost Strand had no remarks. 
Vice President for Student Affairs Neal Gamsky had no remarks. 
Vice President for Business and Finance Warren Harden reported that the State 
of Illinois has passed a resolution to do an audit on all computing in the 
State of Illinois. The Legislative Audit Commission and the Illinois Board 
of Higher Education will be setting up another committee to set up standards 
for the acquisition of computer equipment at public universities. This 
legislation will affect universitites. 
ACTION ITEMS 
1. Revisions to Budget Committee Codification for the Blue Book 
Mr. DeLong, Chair of the Budget Committee, moved that the Senate adopt the 
revisions to the Budget Committee Codification for the Blue Book. (Second, 
Meiron) Mr. DeLong explained that the committee was not removing any 
functions or adding any functions, merely streamlining the present functions. 
Mr. Zeidenstein proposed two amendments to the Revisions to the Budget 
Committee Codification: (1) Subsection 4. c. in the original Blue Book 
Document "the use of funds other than General Revenue relating to all 
aspects of the university" be inserted as 3. d. in the proposed revision. 
The rationale for this was that he did not believe the Budget Committee 
should delete from its possible areas of jurisdiction an entire category 
of revenue sources from which some very important programs are funded, 
i.e. positions for faculty summer employement and positions for graduate 
student assistantships. (Second, White) 
Mr . Harden stated that both these types of positions are funded from General 
Revenue funds. Mr . Strand supported this statement. 
Mr. Zeidenstein stated that his amendments would provide for accountability 
for these funds and assurance of conforming to Academic Senate guidelines . 
Controversial usage of such funds should be monitored. The Budget Committee 
should be the vehicle that checks these funds. 
(2)Item 4 of the revisions, strike the last sentence: "The ranking will be 
develooed in conjunction with the Academic Affairs Committee . " (Second, ~Vhite). 
Mr . Zeidenstein thought that the Academic Affairs Committee had the mission 
to discuss a nd eva l uate t he a cademic worth o f p roposals . The Budge Com-
mittee, as it was originally envisioned, is to give us as clean as possible 
an estimate of the costs of the proposed programs. He saw those as separate 
missions entirely. If over recen t years, the practice came to be that the 
Academic Affai r s Committee judgments v!ere influenc ed by the po tential budgetary 
costs, a nd/ o r i f the repo r t i ng o f the f i na ncial costs was influe nced b y the 
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report from the Academic Affairs Committee, that would not be desirable. 
He thought that two separate judgments from to separate committees was 
what the Senate needed. The academic judgment should not be influenced 
by the costs, and the costs should not be influenced by the academic 
judgments . What the proposed revision does is blur separate judgments 
into one. 
Mr. Klass said that among the functions that this amendment would keep under 
the explicit jurisdiction of the Budget Committee would be the Athletic budget. 
It was his understanding that the football team for example wastes a half a 
million or more dollars each year. The explicit reference to non-general 
revenue funds would gradually over time create the impression that the Budget 
Committee has no jurisdiction over the Athletic Department budget. As it is, 
this budget is a largely secret process. This amendment is a very important 
statement to faculty and student responsibility in the budgetary process. 
He strongly endorsed the amendment. 
Mr. Harden spoke to the general principle. If this was done, he stated, bv 
this amendment a professor could be told how to spend his grant money beca~se 
restricted funds would fall under this amendment. If a student group raises money 
and uses an Agency account, the Senate could tell them how to use the money 
that they raised. There is a whole paraphernalia of Bond Revenue and Student 
Fees. It would be impossible for the budget committee to analyze all of those 
funds. The University Budget is somewhere around $140,000,000, of which a 
part is General Revenue. But there are all kinds of other funds in this pot . 
Most of them are determined by some type of governmental process. It is 
impossible for the Senate budget committee to take on the whole University budget. 
Mr. Meiron said 4. c. alluded to the fact of student fees. On all of the student 
fee boards, students are the majority in number on those boards, and they make 
decisions on how to spend the fees that they pay. Students are only 1/3 of the 
majority of the Senate and it would not be fair to have this body decide student 
fees . He thought students'interests would be blind-sided. Students pay 
student fees~ they should be the ones to decide how these fees are spent with 
the direction of others. Students have no say in the ASPT document that affects 
faculty members. It was his opinion that the amendment should be withdrawn, or 
voted down. 
Mr. Gamsky spoke about student fees. The way section 4. c. was worded "the use 
of funds other than General Revenue relating to all aspects of the University" 
was very sweeping in scope. Nevertheless, to his knowledge there had never 
been a review of student fees for over ten years for very good reason. 
Far from being the secret process some thought it was, it was extremely open 
and extremely elaborate . He did not see how the Budget Committee could be 
even minimumally involved in the process which takes months to decide fees. 
The Room and Board Committee starts in September and meets on ce or twice a 
week for hours and hours on end. Far from being secret , the Vidette is 
invited to e very meeting . On all fee committees, t h e ma jority of members 
is students. On the Room and Board Committee, three administrators serve 
as well as six students. The Health Servic e Committee i s even more extensive . 
The Student Center and Policy Boards have student representation and all fees 
are reviewed by the S.B.B.D., and the Black Student Union. Mon ths and months 
are spent i n fee meetings to determine student fees. To i ndicate that the 
Budget Committee needs to be included in t hi s p rocess would be mind-boggl i ng . 
The Se nate does ha v e involv emen t through the Stude n t Affairs Committ ee . 
Externa l Committees of t h e Se na t e r eport t o this c ommittee . He j oined Sen. 
Meiron in oppos ition to the amendments. 
) 
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Mr. Wagner reiterated what Mr. Meiron and Dr. Gamsky had said. The Room and 
Board Committee for instance had met six times for approximately two hours 
each since September, going over millions of dollars worth of oudget facts. 
He thought there was no way the Academic Senate could go through this process. 
It would be a duplication and waste of the Senate's time. He agreed with 
Mr. Meiron on the point of the student's interests being blind-sided. 
Since he as a student paid the student fees, he felt students should have 
the majority voice in how these fees were spent. He would vote against 
these motions. 
Mr. Zeidenstein thought that the arguments were not pertinent to his amendment . 
They dealt with things that were being well handled by those who were handling 
it. His two examples that he was concerned about were not covered by these 
kinds of funds. The other examples that people were worried about protecting 
were not things that he wished to attack. He would like to hear some good 
examples of non-general revenue items. He commented to Sen. Meiron that the 
ASPT document changes passed by the Academic Senate had been voted on by 
student members as well as by faculty. 
Mr. Morreau did not know whether to support the amendment or not. Some good 
questions had been raised by Senator Zeidenstein. The Budget Committee of 
the Senate should take the time to look at new programs, which have a very 
limited impact on the entire University. He believed in Zeidenstein's 
comment that the administration should have the use of discretionary monies. 
However, there should be some review of these monies. An example from 
another University had been cited in the Chronicle of Higher Education in 
which the Senate of Utah State University challenged the President of the 
University because their dental plan and some of their benefits were cut 
because the football team needed funds. He thought the Senate should look 
at some things other than the academic hardcore dollars. 
Mr. Harden suggested that 3. b. does what Mr. Zeidenstein asked to have done 
in his amendment: "policies and trends in the reallocation of resources". 
It already gives the Budget Committee the power it needs. In respect to 
Mr. Morreau's concern about benefits, because President Watkins does not have 
any power to do anything with benefits. Those things would occur in Spring-
field. Putting anything in the Budget Committee document would not help benefits . 
Mr. Morreau said he was not reflecting on ISU. Another way of looking at the 
paradigm was that if funds are allocated from any program they in fact reduce 
the funds available for other programs. 
Mr. DeLong read Item 3: "This committee shall make recommendations to the 
Senate on programs having a budgetary impact, for example: (a) the effect 
on the budget of proposals requesting new or internally reallocated resources; 
(b) policies and trends in the reallocation of resources; and (c) the effect 
of the Academic Plan on resource allocation." This can be as broad or as 
narrow as the Senate Budget Committee sees fit to make it. Virtually every 
program in the University has a budgetary impact. Nothing is free. The 
Budget Committee would be able to interpret this document accordingly. 
He thought the amendment should be voted down. As to striking the last 
sentence in Item 4, NEPR's are a single document. There are portions that 
deal with the budget, but the primary portions deal with the academic develop-
ment of a new program. The Budget information is an integral part of the 
NEPR. To separate out of that program request only the budget part is defeating 
the purpose of ranking. 
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Mr. Schmaltz said the Senate would vote separately on these two amendments. 
Mr. Shulman suggested the amendment be removed from the floor. He did not 
see anything wrong with the wording of the revisions . He was in favor of 
discretionary funding by the administration. Guidelines were in place by 
the Board of Higher Education and the Bureau of the Budget that were used. 
He had served on the Senate for ten years and felt the Budget Committee's 
duties were pretty much as outlined in the wording of the revision . 
Mr. Thomas said the words shared governance seemed to be sacred, at least 
in the newspaper. What he heard people saying was that some people set 
up bureaucracies, and other people work very hard, that the Senate should 
have no input in this process. The role of this body is to engage in that 
role of shared governance, not to turn its back on a substantial portion of 
the budget of this University. It concerns us all . What is the role of 
the Academic Senate in the budgetary process? He supported Sen. Zeidenstein's 
amendment for 4. c. . Otherwise, we would be turning our backs on shared gover-
nance. 
Mr. Gamsky said that shared governance has many dimensions. One of these 
is the many groups that already participate in the fee process. Perhaps 
Mr. Thomas should have more information on this. Certainly there are 
numerous groups that are involved currently in the fee allocations: students, 
faculty, and staff are all represented. One of these committees is the 
Athletic Council, which is an external committee of the Academic Senate. 
Members are nominated by the Academic · Senate. The responsibility of that 
council is to review the athletic fee, set the budget, and report its action 
to the Academic Senate Student Affairs Committee. He did not thing that 
the Budget Committee should duplicate that process. The wording stated "the 
committee shall" -- which to him meant that the Budget Committee would have to 
review every budget in the university. He did not know how one committee could 
possibly do this . 
Mr. Meiron stated that it was his understanding that in the ISU Constitution, 
there is a passage that students should be barred from any action on the 
ASPT Document. Granted, they might have been members of the Senate that 
stamped it for approval, but he found it hard to believe that they could say 
change this paragraph. Secondly, pertaining to the lack of information and 
communication, another passage of the ISU Constitution states "that any and 
all information not marked confidential is open to the public". Nothing 
precludes the Senate or the Budget Committee for asking for such information. 
He was adamantly against the committee making recommendations to the Senate 
on the allocation and use of funds such as student fees. 
Mr. zeidenstein said that the constitution stated that students could not 
participate in specific decisions for salaries or promotions for individual 
members of the faculty. The ASPT document was a general document on which 
students did vote. 
Mr . Borg questioned the wording of the document. Item 4 of the original Blue 
Book document stated: "The committee shall make recommendations to the Senate" . 
The new wording changes it somewhat: "This committee shall make recommendations 
to the Senate on programs having a budgetary impact " Is that automatically 
restricted to what the Senate has reviewed. Ought this not include the amend-
ment . 
:VII-30 
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Mr. Klass stated that Sen. DeLong's interpretation is that under 3. b. the 
Budget Committee can continue to have jurisdiction over say the Athletic Fund 
or the Student Arena Fund; but under Vice President Harden's interpretation 
and Mr. Meiron's interpretation if we vote down this amendment, they will use 
that to restrict the jurisdiction of the Budget Committee. Their reasons 
for voting down this amendment are to restrict the Senate from having juris-
diction over any non-general revenue funded area. It contradicts directly 
what Sen. DeLong has said. He urged senators to vote in favor of the amend-
ment. 
Mr. Zeidenstein had a problem with his amendment, but also had a problem with 
the entire document. His amendment was so broad that it included things he 
did not intend to include. He felt what was needed was a far more specific 
document. 
Mr. Watkins clarified what jurisdiction meant. If the Senate wished to get 
into the whole budgets of student fees, athletic fees, etc. they would have to 
be prepared to spend the same amount of time that the separate fee boards have 
spent in determining these fees (months and months) . Those recommendations 
come to him after a great deal of time is spent in determination. 
Mr. Kirchner stated that some persons thought they would lose a say in the budget 
process, and some thought they would have too much say so. He offered a 
friendly amendment to 4. c. "as deemed appropriate by the budget committee". 
Mr. Zeidenstein accepted the amendment as friendly. Seconder White agreed. 
Mr. Klass clarified that the members of the Athletic Council are nominated by 
the Senate, and appointed by the President, which was a direct violation of 
the Senate Bylaws. The students do not have any jurisdiction in reducing 
athletic fees. Unless the Budget Committee was able to have jurisdiction 
over this, students would never have a say in reducing athletic fees. 
Mr. Wagner asked if money was short because of inflationary needs, could a 
committee stipulate that money not be used for certain things. 
Mr. Watkins said that there was no law that stated you have to take a budget 
and increase it. 
Mr. White called the question. 
VIV-29) Vote on Zeidenstein amendment (1) 4. c. on original document "the use of 
funds other than General Revenue relating to all aspects of the university 
as deemed appropriate by the Budget Committee." to be added as 3. d. on 
revised document. Roll call vote 19 no; 14 yes; 4 abstentions. Amendment 
failed. 
Mr. Zeidenstein spoke to his second amendment to strike the last sentence of 
Item 4 of the revisions: "The ranking will be developed in conjunction 
with the Academic Affairs Committee." He did not know where ranking came 
from. There was nothing about ranking in the original Blue Book version. 
As Sen. DeLong suggested, it may be for purposes of helping the Academic 
Senate, that a ranking be made. He thought a ranking could be made without 
conjunction with the Academic Affairs Committee. He was not convinced that 
there was a clear rationale for ranking. 
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Mr. DeLong stated that the function derived from the original Blue Book Item 
3. which states: "The committee shall provide the Senate with priorities 
and costs concerning all new and expanded programs being considered for 
Senate approval." 
Ms. Mills said that having served on the Academic Affairs Committee for 
about a year and a half, and working with those committees, that those 
committee members know proposals better than anyone else except for the 
academic units from which they originated. The only reason for keeping 
it in WQuid be that the Senate itself would get a more cohesive and coherent 
package of information. It doesn't mean that the Senate would have to 
accept the rankings. And it doesn't necessarily mean that the Budget 
Committee and the Academic Affairs Committee would always agree, but with 
eight members on each committee, better information would be presented to 
the Senate. She thought it would expedite the process. She was in favor 
of leaving the last sentence in it. 
:XVIV-29) Motion failed on a voice vote. 
XVIV-31 Mr. Klass proposed an amendment to include Function #2 from the Blue Book. 
"The two Budget Team representatives will attend Budget Team meetings, 
receive information circulated to that body, and inform the Senate Budget 
Committee about significant matters contained in these documents as well 
as about pertinent deliberations of the Budget Tea~. 
Mr. Harden stated that there had been no Budget Team for the past four years. 
Motion failed for lack of a second. 
XVIV- 32 Mr. Meiron moved the previous question. (Second, Wagner) 
Motion carried on a voice vote. 
:XVIV-27) Vote on adoption of Budget Committee Revisions to Codification for the Blue Book 
carried on a voice vote. Three nays. 
Mr. Mottram suggested a Sense of the Senate Resolution to clarify the revisions . 
This should come up during communications. 
Mr. Zeidenstein asked if anyone could bring a question to the Budget Committee 
about, say, athletic fees or anything. Mr. DeLong answered, "Yes" . 
Mr. Shulman stated that any committee can examine anything they wish. 
Mr. Harden said that there are documents in the Library entitled "Internal 
Budgets" that are open to the public. Anyone interested can go to these 
internal budgets of the university and look up what they want. 
Mr . Watkins said that the senators acted like there were so many secretive 
things. If one wanted to know about the Athletic budget, he had only to 
ask the Athletic Council. The entire budget is printed, it is available, 
it is listed sport-by-sport, area by area, personnel, travel, equipment, 
whatever you want to know. This administration will never have a "secret" 
budget. The administration would inform the Budget Committee about anything 
they wished to know. The information was available for anyone who wished. 
:VIV-33 
-9-
2. Approval of Student Nominations to SCERB Hearing and Grievance Panels: 
Mr. Williams moved approval of the student nominations to the SCERB Hearing 
and Grievance Panels (Second, Wagner). The students go through a screening 
process in the SCERB Office and none are on academic or disciplinary probation. 
Motion carried on a voice vote. (9.24.87.1) 
SCERB GRIEVANCE COMMITTEE 
Thomas Anderson 
Brenda Hughes 
Gary Scott Pyles 
Christine Mitchell 
UNIVERSITY HEARING PANEL 
Michelle Argomanez 
David Brown 
INFORMATION ITEM 
Beth Meitl 
Bridget Milks 
Patricial Murphy 
Tia Thomas 
Michelle Alwan 
John Emerson 
Jayson Galler 
Lora Howell 
Kimberlee Massin 
Christopher Neforas 
Kelly Schoen fielder 
Diane Stathopoulos 
Brad Allen 
Thomas Anderson 
Shannon Batty 
Kimberly Enmark 
Matthew Evangelista 
Carmel Finnegan 
Darrin Fogle 
Terry Gray 
Brenda Hughes 
Karla Kuepker 
Kimberly Leaf 
Alicia Long 
Ray Long 
Cathy McCourt 
Kelly McHugh 
Chevonne Miller 
Christine Mitchell 
Sarah Myers 
Scott Pyles 
Debra Rabideau 
Pam Ritterbusch 
Diana Sieg 
Jill Tolentino 
John Tully 
Susan Wilczynski 
Lee Winkler 
Dave Zuba 
Kim Dismuke 
Michelle MacGaffey 
Robyn Conrad 
Darren Miller 
Kristina Mokrzycki 
Vanessa Mora 
Mike Zigmond 
Harvey Berry 
Carl Bradford 
Jon Susberry 
Mark Mantei 
Carolyn Mazur 
1. Faculty Affairs Committee Amendment to ASPT Document 
Mr. Klass introduced the proposed Amendement to the ASPT Document. He 
apologized for not having the changes underlined. The amendment would 
add the words: "Immigration form 1-9 verification." 
There were no questions. 
XVIV-34 
XVIV-35 
XVIV-36 
XVIV-37 
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Mr. Williams moved approval of a Sense of the Senate Resolution regarding 
the October 21st Day of Action (Second, Meiron) 
"WHEREAS, Illinois State University provides educational services to 
approximately 22,000 Illinois students each year; and 
WHEREAS, Illinois State University plays a key role in the State's 
economic, social and political well-being through othe provision of 
educational, research and public service activities; and 
WHEREAS, The budget reductions instituted by the Governor and approved 
by the General Assembly have caused great hardship upon Illinois State 
University; and 
WHEREAS, These hardships will severely impair Illinois State University's 
ability to fulfill its duty of maintaining quality education in the state, 
THEREFORE, Be it resolved, that the Academic Senate supports the goals of 
the October 21st Day of Action sponsored by the Illinois Student Association, 
to secure enhancement for Higher Education." 
Mr. Watkins said a question had been raised by a senator about the role of 
the University in this Day of Action. He had made a statement to the Vidette, 
that the 21st of October will remain a normal day on the University calendar. 
In a subsequent letter to the Vidette, he had clarified that the University 
has an obligation to thousands of students who will be here, prepared for a 
normal class day of work. The Professors have the right to decide how those 
obligations will be met. We are not declaring a University holiday. 
Mr. Shulman stated that none of the 450 students in his classes would be asked 
to cut classes that day. If necessary, he would give an exam on that day. 
Ms. Roof had °a small editorial change: On the last WHEREAS, "impair Illinois 
State University's ability to fulfill its duty ... " This was accepted as 
a friendly amendment. 
Mr. Klass proposed a friendly amendment to change revenue enhancement to revenues . 
This was not accepted as friendly. 
Mr. Zeidenstein commended the writer of the resolution, especially the THEREFORE 
paragraph. It states that the Senate supports the "goals of the October 21st 
Day of Action". Are we to assume then that if adopted, the goals, but not the 
techniques? Mr. Williams answered, yes. 
Mr. Belknap stated that he supported the resolution . He had attended the 
organizational meeting which was well attended and well organized. In the 
THEREFORE paragraph, he suggested replacing the word "goals" with "intent" . 
This was not accepted as a friendly amendment. 
Mr. Petrossian asked what was meant by "Action" in 
include shouting and so on, or peaceful actions . 
not support inappropriate types of action. 
Day of Action. Would this 
Mr. Williams said they did 
Mr. Meiron said that the words Day of Action had been coined by the Illinois 
Student Association, basically represented the constituent universities in 
Student Governments. It meant coming together and lobbying in Springfield 
and Chicago. Action would mean basically achieving goals. 
XVIV-38 
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Mr. Youngs said he was in a dilemma as to how to vote on this. He supported 
the intent of the resolution, however, he was in favor of the amendment passed 
on politicizing the university. He felt this was an example of politicizinq, 
whice he was opposed to. 
Mr. Meiron asked for a roll call vote. Vote was unanimous with one abstention. 
Mr. Schmaltz asked the Senate to whom he should send this resolution . Answer was 
Governor Thompson. 
Mr. Mottram proposed a Sense of the Senate Resolution: (Second, Zeidenstein) 
"That the Senate accept Senator DeLong's interpretation o f Article 3 of the 
Budget Committee Codification that the committee has the right to consider 
all budgetary sources in making its recommendations." 
Motion c arried on a voic e vo t e, with two negativ e votes. 
Mr . Edwards stated that during the debate on the Budget Committee codification 
changes, a statement had been made by a senator that there was half a million 
dollars of waste in the football team budget, he asked that proof of this be 
presented. Mr. Klass said he would respond at the next meeting. 
) COMMITTEE REPORTS 
XVI V- 39 
Academic Affairs Committee - Ms. Mills announced that in the senator's packets 
they received a document that reviewed the Report on the Oral Language Proficiency. 
Our policy is a very good one, and a much better response to the legislation than 
our sister institutions. 
Administrative Affairs Committee - Mr. Borg had no report. 
Budget Committee - Mr. DeLong had no report. 
Faculty Affairs Committee - Mr. Klass stated that the committee was working 
on revisions to the Faculty Ethics and Grievance Procedures . 
Rules Committee - Mr . Belknap had no report. 
Student Affairs Committee - no report. 
Ms. Mills moved to adjourn (Second, Thomas). The meeting of the Academic Senate 
adjourned at 9 : 10 p.m. 
FOR THE ACADEMIC SENATE 
JUDITH A. ROOF, SECRETARY 
Da~e: 1.0/ 7/ 87 Oolum.e lta. XVIV lta. 4 
Q«)tE Q«)ICE Q~tE . 
NAm£ AttEN- m«)tI~N m«)tI«)N m~tI«)N m~tI~N m«)tI~N m~tI«)N m~tI«)N y ~ 
DANCE , XVIV28 , XVIV34 II , , II , 
l\RNOLD P Present Yes XVIV-26 X 
3ACON excused 
- -
XVIV-27 X 
3ELKNAP P No Yes XVIV-28 X 
30RG P Yes Yes XVIV- 29 X 
:::AS'T'T .F. P Nn V pc:. XVIV-30 X 
~()MAnF.NA p Present Yes XVIV-31 X 
':: UMMINGS P No Yes XVIV-3 2 X 
JELONG P No Yes XVIV-33 X 
::DWARDS P Yes Yes XVIV- 34 X 
EI CHSTAEDT P Yes Yes XVIV- 35 X-
!"EASTER P No Yes XVIV-36 X 
:;AMSKY P No Yes X 
-IAMILTON excused - - XVIV- 37 
~ARDEN P No Yes XVI V-38 X 
[NSEL P Yes Ye s XVI V- 39 X 
JOHNSON excused - -
ZING ",hc:. Pl'1t - -
<TRr'HNF.R p Ye s Yes 
:<'L ASS P VP S Y f"S 
'CRISTOF absen t - -
L. IEDTKE P Abstain Ye s 
\1E I RON P No Ye s 
'1 I LLS P No Yes 
'10RREAU P Yes Yes 
'10TTRAM P Yes Yes 
NEWBY P Yes Yes 
NOLAN absent - -
) ' ROURKE excused - -
t'ETERS P No Yes 
PETROSSIAN P Abstain Yes 
ROOF P Yes Yes 
3CHMALTZ P No Yes 
3HULMAN P No Ye s 
3TRAND P No Yes 
3UTTON excused - -
rAY LOR excused - -
rHOMAS P Yes Ye s 
vAN MEIGHE P No Yes 
iOUNGS P Yes Abs t air 
,vAGNER P No Yes 
.vATKINS P No Yes 
till ITE P Yes Absent 
tl ILLIAMS P No Yes 
tlOJAHN P No Yes 
flOO D pxr llspn - -
3EI DENS TEI P Yes Yes 
ZINNEN P No Yes 
19 No 35 Ye s 
14 Yes 1 Abs. 
4 Abs t a ' n 
BUDGET COMMITTEE 
Membershi p: Four facul ty 
Three students 
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Ex Officio - Vice President and Provost 
Vice President for Business & Finance 
Functions: 
1. The committee will elect a faculty chairperson and a secretary. 
2. The committee shall provide the Senate with an analysis of costs, 
staffin9, and enrollment data for all new and expanded programs (NEPR's). 
3. This committee shall make recommendations to the Senate on programs 
having a budgetary impact, for example: 
a. the effect on the budget of proposals requesting new or 
internally reallocated resources 
~ 
b. policies and trends in the reallocation of resources 
c. the effect of the Academic Plan on resource allocation. 
4. The committee shall present to the Senate (at a regular March meeting) 
a summary of all NEPR's approved by the Senate and may suggest a ranking 
of such req'uests for Senate approval. The ranking will be developed in 
conjunction with the Academic Affairs Committee. 
5. The committee shall report (at a regular September meeting) to the 
Senate the status of all pending NEPR's. 
6. The committee' may request that budgetary information be provided 
to the committee or the Senate from administrative officers 
responsible for budgetary decisions. 
7. The Committee shall also make timely reports and recommendations to 
the Senate regarding funding-related forms and procedures imposed 
on University departments and programs to assure their clarity, 
appropriateness, accountability and to minimize administrative time 
and effort involved. Existing procedures will be reviewed within 
a three year period of last review. 
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